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P. O. Box 1450 
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Sir: 



This is responsive to the action dated March 9, 2005. 
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Restriction Requirement 
The Examiner has required restriction to one of the following inventions in 
accordance with 35 U.S.C. § 121: 

I. Claims 1-12 and 16-24, drawn to a method for casting metal, classified in class 
164, subclass 76.1. 

II. Claims 13-15 and 25, drawn to a metallic article, classified in class 148, subclass 
401. 

The Examiner claims that Inventions I and II are distinct. 

Applicants' Election with Traverse 

Applicants elect Invention I, direct to the method of making thin foils of uranium or 
alloys thereof, with traverse. Applicants withdraw Inventions II from consideration should 
the Examiner maintain the restriction requirement. Claims 13-15 and 25 will be canceled 
upon determination of allowable subject matter. 

Applicants further submit that Inventions I, and II are not patentably distinct. At the 
time Applicants' attorney prepared and filed the subject application it was done after 
careful consideration and thorough analysis of the invention. Applicants' attorney filed the 
subject application and claims with the understanding that one invention was being 
presented. In particular, the article claimed in Invention II cannot be practiced without the 
use of Invention I. Therefore, there exists an indistinguishable relationship between the 
method of Invention I and article of Invention II. 



S-1 00,810 

Applicants' claims relate to method for fabricating uranium foils and articles 
produced by the method. The Examiner's assertion that Applicants' claimed inventions 
are patentably distinct is not compatible with the field of the invention. A method of 
fabricating a metal foil and the foil produced by that method are not patentably distinct. 
The Examiner's argument that the article of Invention II can be made by other processes 
is incorrect. For example the article made by the method suggested by the Examiner 
would not fall under Invention II. Inventions I and II are related to the metal fabrication 
arts, therefore, separate searches would not place an undue burden on the Examiner. 

Applicants submit that the restriction requirement should be withdrawn. 
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Conclusion 

The Applicants believe that the application, including claims 1- 25, is now in 
allowable form. Allowance is therefore respectively requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 




Johrfff. Lucas, Reg. No. 36860 
Attorney for Applicant 

Date: j V&~ 

If questions, Please contact: 
Mark F. LaMarre, Reg. No. 34,856 
Telephone No. 630-252-2177 



Dated: April 7, 2005 



